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cedures for the program. On 25 May 1971 Lt. Gov. Blair Lee presented his committee’s
report to the board, and it was immediately attacked by a contingent from Montgomery
County.'® Although that county had opposed the program of total state funding from
the beginning, the bone of contention in terms of the proposed rules was the creation
of an Interagency Committee (IAC) consisting of the state superintendent of schools
and the secretaries of state planning and general services to screen the projects pro-
posed by the counties. Under the 1967 law that function was discharged by the state
superintendent alone, and the county had apparently worked out a satisfactory modus
vivendi with him.

In all, the board set aside the better part of three long meetings for consideration
of the rules and regulations. On 14 June 1971 it heard from fifteen people and con-
sidered a large number of letters and other written material concerning the proposed
rules. On 29 June the board finally adopted the rules, more or less in the form as
originally proposed.?° In addition to the IAC, the rules prescribed the kinds of costs
that would, and would not, be eligible for state payment, the kinds of plans, specifi-
cations, designs, and construction documents that would be required, and the proce-
dures for disbursing the state funds.

The storm over the rules was only the beginning. Each year, as the IAC made its
recommendations for the projects to be funded in the next fiscal year, representatives
from the subdivisions whose projects had been rejected or deferred would descend upon
the board seeking their restoration. This began in July 1971 with respect to the projects
for fiscal year 1972 and continued each year thereafter.? Each February the board
set aside one daylong meeting for consideration of the IAC recommendations and the
critical comments from the various subdivisions, normally led by Montgomery County
and Baltimore City.

The decisions made by the board at these special February meetings had a dual
impact. They not only determined the fate of individual school projects in the various
subdivisions, thus influencing a broader spectrum of decision making by local school
boards and county governments, but they also established the aggregate size of the
annual school construction bond bill presented to the legislature by the governor. That
in turn influenced many other capital proposals, which found themselves in compe-
tition with school construction for funding dollars.

The new program turned out to be unexpectedly immense, as the subdivisions,
some of which had long neglected necessary construction or renovation because of
fiscal constraints, dipped into the new state pocketbook.?? In the first five years—up
to June 1976—393 school projects had been either completed or were under construc-
tion, of which 177 involved new construction and 200 entailed additions or modern-
ization. The remaining 16 were for auditoriums. By June 1977 nearly $1.1 billion in
state school construction bonds had been authorized, of which over $722 million had
been sold.Z?
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